November 3, 2022 Faculty Senate
Results of request for faculty constituent feedback concerning PAc 27 summer
revisions by administration
Raw count, faculty OK with changes, indifferent, not OK with changes
Running count:

83 Total constituents responded as of 3:30 pm Nov 3.

OK = 2.
Indifferent = 2
Not OK = 79
Open ended commentary shared confidentially to Senate President via Senators.
Department level respondents separated by dashed line: --------------------------------------------------------I have spoken with or communicated by email with ten of my constituents. All are appalled at the
changed wording on the HR website and the proposed changes to PAc-27. The general feeling expressed
can best be described as angry frustration tempered by exhaustion.
---------------------------So far I have responses from 3 constituents, 2 of whom are tenured and 1 of whom is tenure-track.
None of the three are OK with the personnel policy changes. Two of the three are not OK with recent
actions toward Art and Music. The other one did not comment on those issues.
Their comments, in no particular order:
1.
This wording of the policy if done intentionally is a gross abuse of power. The wording should be
rectified. The President should not ever have the power to change a policy at will without prior approval
of some governing body like Faculty Senate. This is checks and balances at its finest and we can’t give
this power to one person. As for the arts, I hate that the arts programs and departments are being
treated like trash. They are being pushed out the door and discarded. I firmly being that we cannot let
our administration do this to these programs. We are treating the music, art, theatre, and dance
programs/departments terribly and we need to change how we treat these programs.
2.
Am I reading this correctly? It sounds like a wannabe authoritarian dictator type move. Can
these changes in Personnel Policy even be made without Faculty Senate approval? Checks and Balances
are important, and no President, no matter how well-meaning, gracious, intelligent, and not at all
creepy and secretive should have the power to unilaterally change policy. I suspect SACS would also
disapprove, since the implication is the exact opposite of Shared Governance.
3.
Yes, I agree that there should be a system of checks and balances for the personnel polices –
the President should not have the authority to make changes without approval from a governing body
such as Faculty Senate or Staff Congress.

4.
I also agree that the arts programs and departments need to be treated better – they should not
be considered as something insignificant that can just be thrown out.
------------------Shared governance should be emphasized in the university. FS and staff congress shouldn’t be ignored in
establishing new rules or reviewing existing rules. We (3 out of 4)* share the same concerns with FW&C
committee. Note: *3 of 4 faculty members replied to my email.
------------------The PACS as I remember were instituted to prevent heavy-handed actions by the President and others.
They were intended to shine sunlight on all personnel decisions making it more difficult to prevent any
one person or group to have unilateral decision-making power. In the late 80's the administration drew
national attention for unfair and illegal action against some faculty in the humanities area (Art I believe).
So these "Personnel Action Polices" were implemented as a safeguard to prevent further lawsuits and
bad ju-ju at MSU, it looks like the current President has not learned the lessons history and is due to
repeat them:)
Obvious power grab—no way all those changes were accidental or some mistake made by those
revamping our website (kind of insulting they’d think we’d buy that)
Direct affront to the whole concept of shared governance—I barely feel like we have it even without the
President’s latest power grab
Admin should be held to account on this and should provide answers about source of changes
(something believable).
I think, given all the strikes against this President, some sort of formal censure should come from senate
(up to and including a vote of no confidence, if deemed appropriate). What has he actually done in 6
years here that has had any meaningful, substantive, positive impact at MSU? (If somebody quotes
some meaningless ranking, I’ll vomit)
This is academic imperialism.
I am highly concerned. I do not understand how anyone can add or change language in University
policies and procedures without it being reviewed and voted in by Faculty Senate. Finding out that this
has not only been done, but was done over the summer, furtively, and has appeared on the updated
website seems not only unethical, but is it even legal? I feel that all of these “coincidences” to be
foreboding of some sort of dictatorship, and it is highly disconcerting. The faculty may need to do more
than just sit by and watch and wait. We may need outside legal counsel of our own to help maintain jobs
as well as the integrity of our programs and university policies.
It is a power-grabbing over-reach, it defies shared-governance, and he has a history of retaliating which
may keep others from expressing their viewpoints. Staff without tenure protections might be most atrisk, but if he assumes the powers to change tenure policy then it is unclear if those with tenure remain
protected if they voice concerns. His methodical elimination of tenure lines is designed to leave more
people unprotected and in fear (although he may spin it as a numbers or financial issue). There are
MANY concerns with this administration beyond just this issue, and we need help from someone above

him. The BOR seems to believe his spin (with the exception of the faculty regent) and do not seem to be
able to rein him in.
-----------------------------I have four counts for NOT OK with changes concerning tenure.
One count indifferent - did not get yes or no from person.
Some comments that were shared from individuals:
-Shared governance may be an accreditation requirement with SACS.
-Is this allowed in Frankfort?
-Other universities are not this way.
-Vote of no confidence.
-He will do what he wants regardless of what is said. It is already this way, policy or not.
------------------------------I spoke with 9 faculty members in my department and shared the slides. One commented that there
was “too much micromanagement” by the President. Another commented that they would like to see
the questions in the presentation posed to the President and hear his answers before deciding. I used
anonymous paper ballots and gave them the options of “I am ok with the changes”, “I am not ok with
the changes” and “I need more information before deciding”. Six were not ok with the changes, 1 was
ok with the changes, and 2 need more information before deciding.
( note – questions below were posed to this set of constituents )
1. Indicate whether you agree or disagree with the new language.
•

“I do not agree with these changes in the language.”

•

“I disagree with the new language.”

•

“These revisions are alarming.”

•

I do not approve for a multitude of reasons.

•
I disagree with the new language, especially in that it misquotes the BOR regulations and
circumvents established policy.
2. [Briefly] share with us your "thoughts as to [your] feelings about the changes in language regarding
Jay Morgan’s Presidential powers."
•
“I think giving the president this much power (as proposed) will be detrimental to faculty morale
and confidence as well as the university as a whole.”
•
“My concern is that too much power over the rest of the university's vital functions is being
concentrated into the hands of the president.”

•
“The President is radically altering the balance of power and this is unacceptable. I am sure that
these changes are in violation of SAACS regulations and KY state laws/statues. I believe that it is time to
challenge these changes and proceed to a vote of "no confidence". I believe this statute makes it clear
that the BOR is in charge of institutional governance:
https://apps.legislature.ky.gov/law/statutes/statute.aspx?id=45575
164.350 General powers and duties of boards of regents.
Item 3: States the conditions that allow for tenured faculty removal. In no way does it support the
changes made by the President
https://apps.legislature.ky.gov/law/statutes/statute.aspx?id=4276
164.360 Appointment and removal of president, faculty, and employees.
•
One [reason for disapproval is] that the administration might actually listen to is that making the
tenure process depend upon presidential whim even for a worthy candidate will make it even harder to
recruit than it already is. As to only one current policy being posted, I think Faculty Senate should make
an Open Records request for a copy of all university policy documents.
•
I am deeply concerned about the future of the tenure process – the PAc & FEP’s are legal
documents per our trainings earlier this fall – they appear to be being disregarded. I strongly suspect the
decisions made in “right sizing” the university will have extremely negative effects on our ability to
produce workforce-ready graduates in much needed fields. We are clearly moving back to an Adron
Doran-style presidency (“Don’t like it? There’s a bus going east and a bus going west…”), which is quite
disconcerting. I also wonder how much of this language was approved by the university and how much
is mistakes made by the web design team? The last website overhaul was also riddled with mistakes,
although none as egregious or inflammatory as these.
---------------------------------I had six responses to the policy changes—all of them negative. Below are some representative
responses.
One respondent called the changes "ridiculous" and "untenable."
One respondent called the changes "depressing" and "outrageous." This respondent believes the
changes to be "an end-run around faculty" that may have serious consequences for "job security and
tenure."
One respondent called the changes "a power grab."
One respondent called the changes an "attack on shared governance and the potential erasure of
decades of collaborative work between faculty and several academic administrations."
One respondent replied "I’m sure this is what they’re doing already, but it’s not right."
---------------------------------

I have only had 2 people respond to me with concern. I am not sure everyone fully understood the facts
& I also think some people are just not comfortable responding.
-------------------------------3 indicate they are “not OK” with the changes.
0 indicated they are “OK” with the changes.
4 did not respond.
---------------------------------1. I am opposed to the new language being used on the web site as discussed. I believe it is crucial that
faculty be involved in these types of policy decisions.
2. I am most definitely not in favor of the changes. I object to the substance, and also to the way all this
is being done. The president is too impatient with the established processes, and his approach tends to
exclude others—Faculty Senate, Staff Congress, and even the Board of Regents—from decision making.
3. I support the Senate’s decision to reject this micromanagement attitude from our administration. If
there is a document that requires my signature, please let me know.
4. In a word, my response is: NO. I am not OK with these changes (particularly regarding PAC-27) and
this seeming to completely bypass shared governance practices.
5. It seems to me and I don’t understand it that much is like the president (only) wants control on
everything.
----------------------------------Five faculty out of 10 responded to my inquiry regarding the wording on MSU's website and the seemly
conflict with BOR by-laws and PAc-27. All 5 indicated a "NO" -- not in favor of the way things are
worded.
-----------------------------------Since the discussions on shared governance are underway on our campus, please allow me to share with
you an AAUP article as below. It is not always easy to implement and practice shared governance.
However, we can all do our part. One point I strongly believe in is - all of us faculty are equal. We are
experts in our area of training and no one of us is superior to or less than others. I believe, if we practice
shared governance amongst us, we will all be happier.
---------------------------------Person 1
The lack of function with the MSU website is absolutely atrocious – no links work and simple information
can not be found. The launch should have been delayed. Current and prospective students must be
frustrated with it.
As to the illegal policy revisions: the lack of trust in the faculty is appalling. University policies are NOT
executive orders. Policies are meant to be discussed/revised by faculty with approval through

administration – not sole control by one person. The protections of tenure and the recommendations of
reappointment by faculty in the department/college/university should not be overridden by the
President. There is no way the President can know specifically what each faculty member is involved in
and should trust the folks that he hired (including the Provost) to make those recommendations.
The statement: "The Provost and President may also consider the overall needs of the University while
adjudicating tenure applicants.” is particularly alarming. A faculty member chose MSU (and accepted the
paltry salary) and was promised resources/time to work toward tenure. For administration to just decide
there are not enough students in the discipline for them to be needed is not appropriate. If this occurs,
just think how even more difficult it will be to hire and retain faculty.
Person 2
The reckless and absurdly premature release of a completely dysfunctional website was a poor decision
pushed by the President resulting in frustration and confusion for current students, staff, and faculty as
well as making the University appear incompetent at best. Additionally, looking at the highlighted
information from the Faculty Senate Presentation, it is easy to see egregious compromises to shared
governance as well as blatant disregard for established policies and procedures not only of the
University, but also the Board of Regents. Historically, it has seemed that the Board of Regents as a
group, maybe not unanimously, has shown full trust and “rubber stamped” any recommendations from
the University President, which makes the statement about the “President being able to develop policies
as necessary with Board approval” all the more concerning as there seems to be no checks & balances as
there should be. The proposed changes to Pac-27 whereby the “Provost & President may consider the
University needs while adjudicating tenure applicants” clearly seems as a mechanism to keep “faculty in
line” with the administrations agenda “or else”. Furthermore, it is interesting that the President is
choosing to cut out the Provost, whom he handpicked from an internal search, out of the policymaking
decisions, especially those pertaining to Academic Affairs where the Provost serves as the Chief
Academic Affairs Officer for the University. In conclusion, based upon not only the actions of the
President this semester with the website and obvious powerplay, but previous actions during his tenure
I question how this President is fulfilling his duties and responsibilities per 12.2 of the BOR bylaws.
Looking at specifics, in 12.2n it says “maintaining effective relationships & communications with
students, faculty, and staff” which is clearly not happening since the President never attends Faculty
Senate, and rarely if ever meets with faculty leadership. In 12.2o it states “Respect the role of students,
in University governance” which again is clearly not happening based upon the changes to the website
wording. Due to these specific points and others, I see no reason for this President to continue in his
capacity at MSU, for the good of the University moving forward.
Person 3
I’m a little concerned about some of the changes. I am concerned to know that the policies appear to
be changing and placing more control in the hands of the President of the University. Personal policies
need to go through the proper, established, methods of approval with input from faculty and staff
(based on which group they are related to. I believe that the statement on the second slide needs to be
revised to indicated Faculty Senate and Staff Congress for the respective groups as they way to propose
the changes mentioned.

I find it difficult to accept that the provost is being removed from academic processes, the Provost is the
chief Academic officer of the University so should be involved in all aspects of academic processes. All
policies related to academics and faculty should go through the provost office. I also don’t know the
history of some of the changes that were made in the past but see how they can lead to some of the
concern.
I see the information in Pac-27 and am not sure the concern. I expect the president to be the final
review of all promotion or tenure decisions. For promotion and tenure, the president should be
recommending to the board on these so would be expected to review the information and make a
recommendation to the BOR. For the annual review, that seems like a lot of additional paper work, I do
see the need and would expect them to consider the needs of the University when reviewing faculty and
staff evaluations though.
[faculty member indicated that there was not enough information about past university presidents and
administration activities to fully comment]. I understand the concern related to shared governance and
think what I see moves away from that process.
My views on the last two slides:
I expect all the items on slide 9 to be impacted by presidential whims to some extent, but should have
some process for faculty/staff input.
On slide 10, [comments about another institution], there was a lot of issues when the processes were
taken away and the president ran everything. It created a lot of undue stress on all faculty and staff. It
also did not benefit the University as a whole. I have also seen the effects of a president that appeared
to be following all the policies but created more issues due to a lack of a strong board.
I have concerns as to where the changes originated and don’t have an answer, I know where they seem
to have come from or where the wording was approved.
I am concerned about the changes and am always concerned about a president changing policy without
going through a process that involves faculty and staff. Students in some cases also need to have input.
Person 4
Although I understand the need to update and change websites - I do not understand the logic or
reasoning behind completely switching the webpages over mid-semester. Students, faculty, and staff
that I have interacted with have been increasingly frustrated with not being able to find resources that
were previously available. Examples of issues for me include accessing forms on the URF page, Internal
research grant forms (due during the time the website was changing over), LevelUP materials, and
contact information for collogues and MSU administrative offices. There has also been a problem with
connected websites since the changeover - this includes outlook, 360, blackboard, and lockdown.
Whereas our computer and technology staff have been great during this time with helping trouble shoot
issues and individuals within departments have been able to send over copies of needed forms - it has
caused unneeded stress and extra work for everyone.
Most outrageous and egregious are the apparent changes that have been made to the web pages that
look to change policy. With an overloaded teaching schedule this semester I have not had time to take a
deep dive into each point of issue within the shared documents, however if these changes have been

made without input from the faculty they impact and the faculty senate I have some major concerns.
This would appear to be a thinly veiled power grab that gives president more power than others in the
shared power model. I am disappointed that president would continue to work against and not with the
faculty. Based on past issues - with overload pay being withheld illegally from faculty and no
transparency in budgeting for the university - I have significant concerns for the future of the institution.
Person 6
Although I'm not well versed in University policy development, I do find some of these changes
disconcerting to say the least. It does appear that a great deal of unilateral power is being awarded
while shifting away from some shared governance. This sounds like a pretty slippery slope to me
regarding abuse of power, preferential treatment and the like. Bottom line for me, these changes could
seem like a good thing to folks that willfully agree with the President's "leadership" style (or lack
thereof). However, the lack of transparency before the changes were made tells me that any support for
making those changes wasn't anticipated anyway.
I am deeply concerned about the overall climate I've seen develop in the last few years under the
Morgan administration. There are too many folks being asked to do far more than they should, all while
seemingly being written out of any further decision-making efforts by folks in upper level leadership. I
perceive no effort being made to inspire, reassure, or gain and instill trust whatsoever. Organizations
don't survive this way.
Person 7
I agree with the concerns

--------------------------------All five of six faculty responding said they were "not okay" with the website wording. One of the votes
was qualified, with the faculty member stating, "I vote no to the wording suggesting the President can
veto positive tenure decisions, and I vote no to the wording suggesting the President can modify or
suspend policies as he sees fit."
One other faculty member made the following comments:
Other suggestions to Faculty Senate Business
Recommend (demand really) a return to the previous Board By Laws that returns the power to the
Board and not the President. The president should not be involved with board business, especially when
it comes to the duly elected faculty regent.
Recommend FS review PAc 18 (Faculty Rights and Responsibilities) and include a section for in the event
that a faculty member has a grievance against a University President.
Remind the Dr. Morgan the Board are his supervisors including the faculty regent, not the other way
around.

Faculty Senate should review PAc 18 Faculty Rights and Responsibilities and include a section in the
event a faculty member has a grievance against the university president.
My view is a vote of no confidence is in order. He hates bad press; it may be the only thing that makes
him wake up and take notice.
-------------------------------"I am concerned about the wording of the personnel policy webpage in regard to shared governance."
One faculty member spoke to me in my office and was not concerned. This faculty felt this was "the
president's job".

